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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed on 04/07/2004. 

The priority date for this application is 10/05/2000. 

Claims 1-16 and 20-28 (new added) are pending and have been examined. 

Claims 1-5, 15-16 and 20 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Guccione, "Portable Native Methods in Java". 

Claims 6-9 and 21-24 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Guccione in view of Yates et al. US Patent No. 6,091,897 (hereinafter 
Yates). 

Claims 10-14 and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Guccione in view of Weiss, "Introduction to Native Calls". 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 20 recites the limitation "said processor" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-5, 15-16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Guccione, "Portable Native Methods in Java". 

As Per Claim 1, Applicant's admitted prior art discloses the method that covering 
the steps of: 

"(i) a processor core operable to execute native instructions (E.g. C code) of a 
native instruction set;" 

"(ii) an instruction translator (E.g. see page 3, Figure 1, "Stubs DLL" and 
associated text) operable to interpret non-native instructions (E.g. Java code) of a non- 
native instruction set into native instructions (E.g. C code) for execution by said 
processor core;" 

"(iii) said instruction translator (E.g. see page 3, Figure 1, "Stubs DLL", Figure 2, 
4-5 and associated text, e.g. mix of C and java codes) is responsive to a return to non- 
native instruction (E.g. see page 5, Figure 5 and associated text) of said non-native 
instruction set to return processing to a non-native instruction (E.g. Java code);" and 

"(iv) said instruction translator is responsive to a return to native instruction (E.g. 
C code) of said non-native instruction set to return processing to a native instruction (E.g. 
C code)." 

Although Guccione only shows teaching of translator that is responsive to a return 
to non-native instruction (E.g. Java code) to return processing to a non-native instruction 
(E.g. Java code) using stubs (E.g. C and Java code). The Stubs is created for both 
directions so the native instruction and non-native instruction can exchange some 



Application/Control Number: 09/887,561 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2122 

information. Therefore, the opposite direction (translator is responsive to a return to 
native instruction of said non-native instruction set to return processing to a native 
instruction) must be disclosed otherwise the stubs would not work at all 

As per Claims 2, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Guccione 
teaches: 

"said instruction translator is a hardware based instruction translator." (E.g., see 
page 3, line 1, "The examples below were developed on an IBM-PC compatible machine 
running Microsoft Windows NT/4.0.")- 

As per Claims 3, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Guccione 
teaches: 

"said instruction translator is a software based interpreter." (E.g. see page 4, line 
7, "Sun Java 1 .0 interpreter"). 

As per Claims 4, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Guccione 
teaches: 

"said instruction translator is a combination of a hardware based instruction 
translator and a software based interpreter." (Again, see as noted above of Claims 2-3). 

As per Claims 5, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Guccione 
teaches: 
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"said non-native instructions are Java Virtual Machine instructions." (E.g. see 
page 1, ABSTRACT). 

As Per Claim 15, is the method claim corresponding to the apparatus claim 1 and 
is rejected under the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 1. 

As Per Claim 16, is the computer program product claim corresponding to the 
apparatus claim 15 and is rejected under the same reason set forth in connection of the 
rejection of claim 15. 

As per Claims 20, Guccione teaches: 

"processing means for executing native instructions (E.g. C code) of a native 
instruction set;" 

"translator means for interpreting non-native instructions (E.g. Java code) of a 
non-native instruction set into native instructions (E.g. C code) for execution by said 
processor core being responsive to a return to non-native instruction (E.g. see page 5, 
Figure 5 and associated text) of said non-native instruction set to return processing to a 
non-native instruction (E.g. Java code), and responsive to a return to native instruction 
(E.g. C code) of said non-native instruction set to return processing to a native instruction 
(E.g. C code)." 

Although Guccione only shows teaching of translator that is responsive to a return 
to non-native instruction (E.g. Java code) to return processing to a non-native instruction 
(E.g. Java code) using stubs (E.g. C and Java code). The Stubs is created for both 
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directions so the native instruction and non-native instruction can exchange some 
information. Therefore, the opposite direction (translator is responsive to a return to 
native instruction of said non-native instruction set to return processing to a native 
instruction) must be disclosed otherwise the stubs would not work at all. 



3. Claims 6-9 and 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Guccione in view of Yates et al. US Patent No. 6,091,897 (hereinafter Yates). 

As Per Claim 6, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Guccione 
doesn't explicitly disclose a non-native veneer subroutine. However, Yates teaches "a 
non-native subroutine is called from native code via a non-native veneer subroutine, such 
that, upon completion of said non-native subroutine, a return to non-native instruction can 
be used to return processing to said non-native veneer subroutine with a return to native 
instruction within said non-native veneer subroutine serving to return processing to said 
native code" (E.g., see col. 33:18-36; "translated" is native, "not translated" is non- 
native). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Yates into the system of 
Guccione, to use a non-native veneer subroutine. The modification would have been 
obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to invoke a 
subroutine call to an appropriate native subroutine when said instruction fetch is for a 
complex non-native instruction. 
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As Per Claim 7, the rejection of claim 6 is incorporated and further Guccione 
doesn't explicitly disclose non-native subroutine is also called from non-native code. 
However, Yates teaches "non-native subroutine is also called from non-native code." 
(E.g., see col. 33:18-36). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Yates into the 
system of Guccione, to use non-native subroutine called from non-native code. The 
modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to invoke a type of subroutine with same type of code instructions 
set to keep the program code unique and portable. 

As Per Claim 8, the rejection of claim 6 is incorporated and further Guccione 
doesn't explicitly disclose non-native veneer subroutine is dynamically created. 
However, Yates teaches "non-native veneer subroutine is dynamically created when said 
non-native subroutine is called from native code." (E.g., see col. 33:18-36). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the teaching of Yates into the system of Guccione, to use 
dynamically created non-native veneer subroutine. The modification would have been 
obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use 
translated routine calls another translated Routine. 

As Per Claim 9, the rejection of claim 8 is incorporated and further Guccione 
doesn't explicitly disclose non-native veneer subroutine is created stored within a stack 
memory area used by native code operation. However, Yates teaches "non-native veneer 
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subroutine is created stored within a stack memory area used by native code operation." 
(E.g., see col. 33:18-36). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Yates into the 
system of Guccione, to use dynamically created non-native veneer subroutine. The 
modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to use translated routine calls another translated Routine. 

As per Claims 21-24, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and is rejected under 
the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claims 6-9. 



4. Claims 10-14 and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Guccione in view of Weiss, "Introduction to Native Calls". 

As Per Claim 10, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Guccione 
doesn't explicitly disclose plurality of types of return. However, Weiss teaches "said 
instruction translator is responsive to a plurality of types of return to non-native 
instruction." (E.g., see pages 5-6, slides 13-18). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the 
teaching of Weiss into the system of Guccione, to be responsive to a plurality of types of 
return to non-native instruction. The modification would have been obvious because one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to create strings and arrays in the 
stub when the native method has parameters, return types, exceptions. 



Application/Control Number: 09/887,561 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2122 

As Per Claim 1 1, the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated and further Guccione 
doesn't explicitly disclose said plurality of types of return to non-native instruction are 
operable to return with respective different types of return value. However, Weiss teaches 
"said plurality of types of return to non-native instruction are operable to return with 
respective different types of return value." (E.g., see pages 5-6, slides 13-18). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the teaching of Weiss into the system of Guccione, to operable to 
return with respective different types of return value. The modification would have been 
obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to create 
strings and arrays in the stub when the native method has parameters, return types, 
exceptions. 

As per Claims 12, the rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated and further the 
combination of Guccione and Weiss teaches: 

"said plurality of different types of return value include one of: a 32-bit integer 
return value ..." (E.g., see Weiss, page 5, slide 13). 

As Per Claim 13, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Guccione 
doesn't explicitly disclose plurality of types of return. However, Weiss teaches "said 
instruction translator is responsive to a plurality of types of return to native instruction." 
(E.g., see page 9, slide 27). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Weiss into the 
system of Guccione, to be responsive to a plurality of types of return to native instruction. 
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The modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to create strings and arrays in the stub when the native method has 
parameters, return types, exceptions. 

As Per Claim 14, the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated and further Guccione 
doesn't explicitly disclose said plurality of types of return to native instruction are 
operable to return with respective different types of return value. However, Weiss teaches 
"said plurality of types of return to native instruction are operable to return with 
respective different types of return value." (E.g., see page 9, slide 27). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the teaching of Weiss into the system of Guccione, to operable to 
return with respective different types of return value. The modification would have been 
obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to create 
strings and arrays in the stub when the native method has parameters, return types, 
exceptions. 

As per Claims 25-28, the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated and is rejected 
under the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claims 10-11, 13-14. 



Application/Control Number: 09/887,561 
Art Unit: 2122 



Page 1 1 



Conclusion 



5. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Kuo-Liang J Tang whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4866. The examiner can normally be reached on 8; 30AM - 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam can be reached on 703-305-4552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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